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A B S T R A C T 
The study aimed to determine the organizational citizenship behaviour, work performance and work 
environment; the correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance; the 
correlation between work environment and organizational citizenship behaviour and work 
performance. Theories were discussed based on the literature and a conceptual framework was 
established. The study used the descriptive correlational research design and questionnaires were used 
to gather the data. The population of the study was all employees of the Divine Word Colleges in the 
Ilocos region, a total of 181 employees. The study found that organizational citizenship, the work 
performance of employees and the work environment is high and there is a significant correlation 
between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance and there is a correlation 
between work environment and organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance. 
Therefore, the hypothesis of the study is accepted. 
© 2021 by the authors. Licensee SSBFNET, Istanbul, Turkey. This article is an open access article 
distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license 




Looking for better management to improve employees 'work performance is the concern of every manager. There are no single 
solutions to managing employees' work performance because there are a lot of factors that affect employees' work performance, 
either they are tangible or intangible. One of the areas that have not been explored much is the effect of organizational citizenship 
behaviour on the work performance of employees.  
There have been few studies related to the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour on performance such as the study of 
Mackenzie, et.al. (1993) on the effect of organizational citizenship and sales performance, Titisari (2016) on the role of organizational 
citizenship behaviour in improving work engagement of employees, Hasani and  Sheikhesmaeili (2013) on the effect of 
organizational citizenship behaviour and organizational commitment, Firmansyah, et.al. (2014) on the role of organizational 
citizenship behaviour in improving total quality management (TQM). These studies have shown the effect of organizational 
citizenship behaviour on performance and the performance that is being measured is a single construct.  
Work performance is not a single construct but multiple constructs which includes task performance, contextual performance, and 
counterproductive behaviour (Koopmans, et.al (2014). Related to this new concept, there have been no studies yet conducted 
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concerning the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour on the work performance of employees in the private school setting. 
Organizational citizenship refers to the behaviour of organization members that goes beyond task performance as required by their 
job description (Borman, 2004). These are positive behaviours that are being self-motivated but positively helping the organization. 
Their behaviour helps improve the organizational, social and psychological environment of the organization in which members can 
work happily (Borman, 2004). 
There have been studies related to the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour and sales unit and team effectiveness (Posdakoff 
& Mackenzie, 1994, Miao & Kim, 2009), and job satisfaction (Welkamp & Goritz, 2016) but there have been no studies related to 
the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour toward the three dimensions of work performance.  
The current study focuses on the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees of private schools and the work performance 
within the three components of work performance such as task, contextual performance, and counterproductive behaviour. The study 
is born out of concern of work realities. Employees come on time and go home on time and seldom seeing employees stay beyond 
office hours and seldom see employees perform voluntary behaviour. To prevent further escalation of compliance behaviour, it is 
important to introduce new behaviour that is necessary for organizational development. The businesses have been in constant 
competition and winning the competition is not only about updating technological- know-how and other skills but it is also about the 
behaviour of employees who perform the work. The competition is not only faced by business industries but it is also faced by 
educational industries.  
Education has been in competition in terms of its quality and enhancing education quality is not only about acquiring the state of the 
art technology and skills but it is also about proper behaviour. The behaviour can affect the effectiveness and performance of an 
organization (Ocampo, et.al. 2018). Thus, the purpose of this study is to determine their organizational citizenship behaviour and 
find ways or strategies on how to improve organizational citizenship behaviour.  
This study intends to determine the relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and individual work performance and 
the influence of work environment on organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance. It specifically seeks to answer the 
questions:  
i. What is the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees in terms of  
a. OCBO 
b. OCBP 
ii. What is the work performance of employees in terms of 
a. Task performance 
b. Contextual performance 
c. Counterproductive work behaviour 
iii. What is the work environment of the Divine Word Colleges in terms of  
a. Hedonic environment 
b. Eudaimonic environment  
iv. Is there a relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance?  
v. Is there a relationship between work environment and organizational citizenship and work performance?  
The study assumes that organizational citizenship behaviour affects the work performance of employees but the effect on both, 
organizational citizenship and work performance are mediated by the work environment.  The study is conducted in Divine Word 
College of Laoag and Divine Word College of Vigan. Both schools are located in two provinces which is Ilocos Norte and Ilocos 
Sur. It delimits its discussion and investigation on the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees of the two colleges and their 
work performance which are task performance, contextual performance, counterproductive behaviour, and work environment which 
include hedonic and eudaimonic work environment.   
The study is divided into five parts. The first part is the introduction which explains the rationale of the study. The second part is the 
review of related literature. This part tries to find some related literature that is related to the current investigation to strengthen the 
theory of the current study and to find the gaps from previous studies and to be pursued by the current study. The third part is the 
research methodology that presents the research design, the population, the research instruments, the data gathering procedures, the 
locale of the study, and the statistical treatment of data. The fourth part is the data presentation and analysis in which the data gathered 
through questionnaires are presented and interpreted. The fifth part is the result and discussion which discusses the further result of 
the study and its implication and its conclusion.  
Literature Review 
The purpose of the literature review is to find more discussions of the current topic for the researcher to have more ideas about what 
he/she is going to investigate and establish a theoretical foundation of the current study. In other words, through a literature review, 
the researcher situates his/her work within the existing knowledge (McCombes, 2021). Based on the literature review, the theories 
and conceptual framework of the study is established.   
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Theoretical and Conceptual Frameworks 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior  
Based on the literature review, the concept of organizational citizenship behaviour was already introduced in the 1930s but it was 
only officially defined in the 1980s. Since then the organizational citizenship becomes the subject of investigation of many 
researchers (Ocampo, et.al. 2018). Organizational citizenship refers to the behaviour of employees that are not originated from their 
job description as provided by the management but these are voluntary behaviour that helps promote and improve the organizational, 
social and psychological environment which is an important factor to help people perform their task and deliver the output (Borman, 
2004). This concept implies that the behaviour that is being performed may not be related to the task performance but it may also be 
related to another kind of job within the organization and may affect positively other jobs or other people in the organization. 
Organizational citizenship behaviour is often referring to all kinds of constructive and positive behaviours which are born out of their 
free will (AIHR Digital, 2020). These kinds of behaviour are considered personal characteristics and personal commitment of 
employee and since it is a personal characteristic and personal commitment, thus not all employees possess the same behaviour 
(Newland, 2012). These behaviours are often related to discretionary or non-required behaviour of employees that help the 
organization and it is also argued that organizational citizenship behaviour is associated with certain personality (Organ, 2015). In 
other studies, instead of calling it organizational citizenship behaviour, but it is called personal initiative (Frese & Fay, 2001). It is 
considered as self-starting and proactive behaviour to help the organization. Frese and Fay (2001) contended that this is the future 
work behaviour that is needed by the organization.     
Since organizational citizenship behaviour is important for organizational success, then the management needs to find out the reason 
why people or employees are engaging in organizational citizenship behaviour. Newland (2012) as cited from George and Brief 
(1992) pointed out one of the main causes is job satisfaction. George and Brief (1992) argued that when employees are satisfied with 
their job, there is a desire to do more to help the organization. The second factor that may affect organizational citizenship behaviour 
is perceived fairness (Adams, 1965). This finding suggests that when the employees are treated fairly and recognized based on their 
inputs, the more employees are engaging in organizational citizenship behaviour, and the more motivated employees become to do 
more for the organization.  The third factor that can cause organizational citizenship behaviour is person-organization fit (Netemeyer, 
et.al. 1997). When there is a perfect match between the characteristics of the person and the organization where she/he is working 
would affect job satisfaction and job satisfaction would promote other voluntary behaviour to help the organization.  
Originally organization citizenship behaviour was classified into two dimensions only such as altruism and compliance (Bateman & 
Organ, 1983) but later, Organ (1988) classified it again into five dimensions such as conscientiousness which refers to the behaviour 
that may benefit the whole organization, sportsmanship that reflects employees' willingness to deal with the problems of the 
organization without complaining, and have courtesy that explains the behaviour of employees who are willing to share information 
with other co-employees to prevent further problems that may damage the organization and the work of co-employees, civic virtue 
which defines employees are not absent in every activity of the organization such as meetings and helping behaviour which refers to 
the behaviour of employees who are willing to help other employees who are encountering problems with their new task or 
assignment.  
Concerning the underlying motive of organizational citizenship behaviour may vary from one person to another but the common 
denomination among different motives are altruistic behaviour and pro-social values (Rioux & Penner, 2001, Lemmon & Wayne, 
2014). Their studies suggest that employees who are altruistic by nature and possess pro-social values are inclined to perform 
behaviours that are helping other people and the organization. Since it is intrinsically motivated behaviour, therefore these behaviours 
are performed not for reward but purely for the good of the organization (Hazzi, 2018). Since these behaviours are intrinsically 
motivated, therefore they are not enforceable by the organization (Bergeron, 2007), and enforcing them might not help the behaviour 
to develop.   
The Importance of Supportive Work Environment for OCB 
Studies have been conducted to determine the effect of organizational citizenship and the performance of an organization. Yaakobi 
and Weisberg (2020) studied the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour toward quality, creativity, and efficiency performance. 
Their study confirms the assumption that organizational citizenship influences performance as a whole in terms of quality, creativity, 
and efficiency. Organizational citizenship behaviour is needed by all kinds of industries including hospitals. For example, Basu, 
et.al., (2017) studied the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour of healthcare workers on their performance and their study 
found a similar result that organizational citizenship behaviour affects the performance of healthcare workers in the hospitals. These 
findings are also confirmed by the study of Nielsen, et.al. (2009). 
Given those findings, one should understand that organizational citizenship behaviour is also dependent on many factors. One of 
those factors is the workplace environment. Even though organizational citizenship is intrinsically motivated, however, such 
motivation may be hampered by a workplace environment as has been posited by other researchers. The behaviour of employees is 
also influenced by the environment where they are in. Garg, et.al. (2015) in their study found that the work environment cultivates 
worthwhile behaviour in which they identified organizational justice enhances psychological well-being of employees which 
consequently influences organizational citizenship behaviour. This is related to what George and Brief (1992) pointed out the job 
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satisfaction cultivates organizational citizenship behaviour and also fairness is considered to be one of the factors to influence 
organizational citizenship behaviour (Adams, 1965). When the organization care for the well-being of employees, the employees 
may exert more extra effort to help the organization. Beyond that, the person-organization fit may contribute to voluntary behaviour 
(Netemeyer, et.al. 1997). LePine, et.al. (2018) pointed out the importance of a positive social and psychological environment in 
which tasks can flourish and for the individual to be effective. In short, a supportive work environment refers to what Lomas, (2019), 
Fleurbaey and Blanchet (2013), and Reeves, (2019) had argued that is a multidimensional construct that includes physical health, 
emotional, psychological, and mental well-being that employees experience in the workplace. Van Horn et.al. (2004) identified two 
dimensions of workplace well-being which are called hedonic and eudemonic well-being. Hedonic workplace well-being refers to 
a comfortable workplace, while eudemonic well-being is concerning with the realization of employees' autonomy, relatedness, and 
competence needs. These needs are considered intrinsic motivation and according to Baard, e.al. (2006) that these needs must be 
fulfilled to attain workplace well-being and performance.   
The different workplace has different work environments and its role cannot be ignored in terms of its influence on the work behaviour 
of employees. This is a particular concern of the current study and the reason why the current study focuses on the school work 
environment and its role in promoting positive work behaviour of employees. This was proven by the study of Caroline, et.al. (2019) 
on the role of work environment, type of school and teachers' performance and this study found a correlation between positive school 
work environment and work performance of teachers in Nigeria. The study of Brown and Leigh (1996) supports such a finding that 
employees' perception of the organizational environment affects positive behaviour and organizational performance.   
Work Performance 
Work performance has been the main concern of every management and whatever kind of industry. This is an issue and concern all 
over the world that motivate researchers to find out factors that affect performance and how to manage high performance (Koopmans, 
et.al. 2011). The output of these researches is expected to help managers to find the answers or solution on how to make an employee 
productive as much as possible (Koopmans, et.al. 2011). It is a fact that low and high performance are two sides of the organizational 
realities that should be given attention because it affects the organization as a whole and determines its survival. The objective of 
management is how to motivate employees to achieve high performance. This is because high individual work performance practices 
determine organizational performance (Combs, et.al. 2006). Therefore, the key in solving organizational performance is individual 
employee performance. Individual work performance is not defined in terms of productivity or the quality of the output but it is the 
behaviours of individual employees that are supportive of organizational goals (Campbell, 1990). This definition does not refer to 
the objective measures of work performance but all kinds of behaviours that may or may not help the organization.  A manager has 
to identify different behaviours that will support performance. This is of crucial importance because having a clear concept about 
work performance helps the manager to identify specific problems of individual performance. In other words, the manager needs to 
know the components of work performance and knowing these components help the manager to pinpoint the problem.  Problems are 
either caused by the tasks themselves, or the context, or the counterproductive behaviours.   
The existence and performance of any organization, depending on employees' work performance and thus, has to be understood, and 
defined by those who manage the organization. Why so? It is because individual performance problems is not a single construct after 
all but it is a multidimensional construct. A manager needs to understand what particular individual performance is. In other words, 
the manager must know what constitutes individual performance. Without a clear understanding of what constitutes individual work 
performance is, is often time the source of problem or difficulties in measuring work performance (Stewart & Walsh, 2009). It is 
acknowledged that measuring individual work performance has been confusing because different jobs have a different construct of 
what it constitutes and consequently, researchers or organizations have come out with different measures of individual work 
performance (Koopmans, et.al. 2011). Many performance assessments are constructed only to measure individual work performance 
in terms of the quantity productivity or output and quality which is used by Renn and Fedor (2001). Using this kind of evaluation, 
employees’ performance is only measured based on how much/many he/she produced and how good it is. This kind of evaluation 
has been criticized because it does not reflect the complexities of different work behaviours that constitute individual work 
performance (Campbell, 1990, Griffin, 1993).  
Later research (Koopmans, et.al. 2011) suggests that individual work performance has three components and they are task 
performance, contextual performance, and counterproductive behaviour (Koopmans, et.al., 2011, Campbell, 1990, Griffin, et.al, 
1993, Fay & Sonentag, 2010). Task performance is considered the most important dimension of individual work performance 
because task performance facilitates someone to carry out one's duties and responsibilities. It refers to task proficiency or competency 
that someone has to perform the job. Task proficiency or competency includes job knowledge, and skills (technical proficiency) 
(Griffin, et.al., 2007,   Wisecarver, 2007, Campbell, 1990, Rollins & Fruge, 1992). These elements are essential to the performance 
of a task. Another dimension of task performance is contextual performance. The concept of contextual performance has nothing to 
do with technical skills or job knowledge because it refers to specific behaviours that are supportive of the work environment. It has 
been defined as “individual behaviours that support the organizational, social, and psychological environment in which the technical 
core must function” (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993). Other researchers call this dimension organizational citizenship behaviour such 
as Viswesvaran and Ones (2000), Rotundo and Sackett (2002), and Allen (2008) and these behaviours may include taking on extra 
jobs that are not related to the job description that may help the organization. Lastly is counterproductive behaviour. This refers to 
behaviours that may harm the well-being of the organization (Koopmans, et.al. 2011). These behaviours may include absenteeism, 
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coming late and leaving early from the office, doing some businesses that are not related to the job, theft, destroying the assets or 
properties of the organization, etc. Other researcher calls it hazardous behaviour (Murphy, 1989) which lead to the damage of the 
organization.             
Conceptual Framework       
                Independent Variable                                                          Dependent Variable 
        
       
 
   







Figure 1: The conceptual framework reflects the correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance. 
However, both, organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance can be affected by the work environment; Source: 
Spector (n.d) and Koopmans, et.al. (2011), National Library of Medicine (2020) 
Hypothesis  
Since the study is to measure the effect of organizational citizenship behaviour toward work performance which is mediated by the 
work environment, therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
Hypothesis 1: There is a significant relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance.  
Hypothesis 2: There is a significant relationship between work environment and organizational citizenship behaviour  
Hypothesis 3: There is a significant relationship between work environment and work performance.    
Research and Methodology 
Scientific research requires a scientific method of investigation. It follows the prescribed methodology to conduct its investigation.  
Research methodology is an established process for conducting the inquiry. It applies certain methods to determine, select, and 
analyze the data related to the concerned topic (Wilkinson, 2000, Leedy, 1974). Therefore the current study applies certain methods 
of investigation such as research design, data gathering instruments method, the population of the study, the locale of the study, data 
gathering procedures, and the statistical treatment of data. 
Research Design of the study         
The research design of the study is the descriptive assessment and descriptive correlational research design. Ariola (2006) argued 
that a descriptive correlation study is intended to describe the relationship among variables without seeking to establish a causal 
connection. While descriptive research is simply to describe a population, a situation, or a phenomenon. It is also used to describe 
profiles, frequency distribution, describe characteristics of people, situations, or phenomena. In short, it answers the question of what, 
when, how, where, and not why question (McCombes, 2020).   
The locale of the Study      
The locale of the study was Divine Word Colleges namely Divine Word College of Laoag and Divine Word College of Vigan. These 
two colleges are located in Vigan City, the heritage city of Ilocos Sur, and Laoag City, the capital of Ilocos Norte.  
Population  
The respondents of the study are the employees of these colleges. Since the number of employees is limited, therefore, the total 
enumeration sampling was used and thus all faculty and employees from the two colleges were taken as respondents of the study.  
 
Organizational Citizenship behaviour:  
OCBO, OCBP 
Work Performance:  
Task Performance, Contextual performance, 
Counterproductive Behaviour 
 
Work Environment: Hedonic and Eudemonic Work 
Environment 
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Data Gathering instruments  
The study adopted validated questionnaires of Koopmans, et.al. (2011) on work performance, Czerw (2019) in a Diagnosing work 
engagement particularly on – Hedonic work environment and of Fox, Ryan, and Deci (2000) on the eudaimonic workplace 
environment. While concerning organizational citizenship behaviour, the questionnaires of Specter (n.d) from Pennsylvania 
University and Chiun Lo and Ramayah (2009) were adopted. The questionnaires that are taken from Fox and Specter (n.d) are only 
those that are related to measuring the acts to help co-workers with job-related and the acts that are helping the organization which 
is classified as OCBO and OCBP.    
Data Gathering Procedures 
To preserve the integrity of scientific research, the data were gathered after the approval of the Presidents of different colleges. The 
researcher sent a letter to the president and after the letters were approved, the questionnaires were distributed by the researcher's 
representative. Then the researcher's representative from each institution collected the data and submitted it to the researcher for 
tabulation.       
Ethical Procedures 
The study was carried out after the research ethics committee examined and approved the content of the paper if it does not violate 
ethical standards and if it does not cause harm to human life and the environment. 
Statistical Treatment of Data 
To analyze the data, a descriptive and inferential statistic was used. The weighted mean was used to determine the level of 
organizational citizenship behaviour of employees, work performance, and work environment, and the Pearson r was used to measure 
the correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance of employees and the relationship between work 
environment and organizational citizenship and work performance.  
The following ranges of values with their descriptive interpretation will be used:  
Statistical Range             Descriptive Interpretation                        
4.21-5.00                         strongly agree/ Very High 
3.41-4.20                         Agree / High          
2.61-3.40                         somewhat agree/ Moderate      
1.81-2.60                         Disagree/Low 
1.00-1.80                         Strongly disagree/Very Low 
Data Presentation and Interpretation  
As a scientific and quantitative study, it should follow the rigid process of investigation through following research methodology and 
one of the requirements is the data gathering instruments. In this regard, the data were gathered through research questionnaires and 
have been tabulated and analysed statistically using weighted mean and Pearson r correlation. Thus, in this part, the study presents 
its data and interpreted it. The presentation follows the structure of the statement of the problems and therefore, the data presentation 
answers all questions stated in the statement of the problems.   
Problem 1:  What is the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees in terms of OCBO and OCBP? 
Table 1: The Organizational Citizenship Behavior of Employees as to OCBO 
A. OCBO: Acts that direct toward the organization   Mean  DR 
1. Help new employees get oriented to the job.           3.77  A 
2. Offered suggestions to improve how work is done.           3.76  A 
3. Volunteered for extra work assignments.           3.73  A 
4. Said good things about your employer in front of others.           3.74  A 
5. Said good things about your school in the community outside the school.           3.80  A 
6. Give up meals and other breaks to complete the work.           3.65  A 
7. Offered suggestions for improving the work environment.           3.76  A 
8. came in early or stay late without pay to complete a project or task.           3.75  A 
9. Volunteer to share new job knowledge or skills with other employees.           3.65  A 
Composite mean           3.73  A 
Source: Specter (n.d) and Chiun Lo and Ramayah (2009) 
Based on the data presented in the table, it reveals that as a whole, the organizational citizenship behaviour of the employees in terms 
of OCBO (organizational citizenship behaviour for helping the organization) gained a composite mean of 3.73 which is described as 
“agree/high”. This result demonstrates that as a whole the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees as to the OCBO is not 
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very high and it is also not very low, low or moderate but it is high. In this regard, the employees agree to a certain extent that they 
have been performing behaviours that are helping the organization. Even if the items are taken separately, it shows that all items were 
rated with the same mean range level with the interpretation of "agree/high“ such as “helping new employees get oriented to the job 
(3.77), offering suggestions to improve how work is done (3.76), volunteering for extra work assignments (3.73), saying good things 
about the employer in front of others (3.74), saying good things about the school in the community outside the school (3.80), giving 
up meals and breaks to complete the work (3.65), offering suggestions for improving the work environment (3.76), coming in early 
or stay late without pay to complete a project or task (3.75), and volunteering to share new job knowledge or skills with other 
employees” (3.65).       
Table 2: The Organizational Citizenship Behavior of Employees as to OCBP 
B. OCBP: Acts that are directed toward a person  Mean  DR 
1. Lent a compassionate ear when someone had a work problem 3.76 A 
2. Lent a compassionate ear when someone had a personal problem. 3.70 A 
3. Change vacation schedule, workdays, or shifts to accommodate co-workers' needs. 3.74 A 
4. Help a less capable co-worker lift a heavy box or other objects 3.76 A 
5. Went out of the way to give co-worker encouragement or express appreciation. 3.77 A 
6. Defended co-worker who was being ‘put down” or spoken ill by other co-workers or 
supervisors. 
3.70 A 
7. Help co-workers with personal matters such as sharing food or drinks. 3.76 A 
8. Lent money or personal property to a co-worker. 3.62 A 
Composite mean 3.73 A 
Source: Specter (n.d) and Chiun Lo and Ramayah (2009) 
Following the OCBO is the OCBP (organizational citizenship behaviour for helping other persons). As gleaned from the data, it 
displays that as a whole, organizational citizenship behaviour of employees in terms of OCBP obtained a composite mean of 3.73 
which is interpreted as “agree/high”. This result indicates that as a whole the organizational citizenship of employees related to 
helping other employees or co-workers is not very high and it is also not very low, low or moderate but it is high. The employees 
agree to a certain extent that they also perform behaviours that help other employees to be able to perform their works. Even when 
the items are taken singly, all items were evaluated within the same level mean range with the interpretation of “agree/high” such as 
“lending a compassionate ear when someone had a work problem (3.76), lending a compassionate ear when someone had a personal 
problem (3.70), changing vacation schedule, workdays, or shifts to accommodate co-workers' needs (3.74), helping a less capable 
co-worker lift a heavy box or other objects (3.76), going out of the way to give co-worker encouragement or express appreciation 
(3.77), defending co-worker who was being ‘put down” or spoken ill by other co-workers or supervisors (3.70),  helping co-workers 
with personal matters such as sharing food or drinks (3.76), and lending money or personal property to a co-worker” (3.62).     
Problem 2:  What is the work performance of employees in terms of Task performance, Contextual performance and 
Counterproductive work behaviour? 
Table 3:  Individual Work Performance as to Task Performance 
a. Task Performance (TP)  Mean  DR 
1. I manage to plan my work so that it was done on time.           3.82  A 
2. My planning was optimal.           3.79  A 
3. I kept in mind the results that I have to achieve in my work.           3.81  A 
4. I was able to separate main issues from side issues at work.           3.78  A 
5. I knew how to set the right priorities.           3.86  A 
6. I was able to perform my work well with minimal time and effort.           3.82  A 
Composite mean           3.81  A 
Source: Koopmans, et.al. (2011) 
As shown by the data in table 3, it appears that as a whole the individual work performance of employees concerning task performance 
obtained a composite mean of 3.81 which is described as "agree/high". This composite mean indicates that as a whole the individual 
work performance of employees as to the task performance is not very high and it is also not very low, low or moderate but it is high. 
This result suggests that the employees agree that they perform their task to a high extent, though it is not very high. Even when the 
items are taken separately, all the items related to task performance are evaluated within the same level mean range with the 
interpretation of “agree/high” such as “managing to plan the work so that it was done on time (3.82), planning was optimal (3.79), 
keeping in mind the results to be achieved in the work (3.81), being able to separate main issues from side issues at work (3.78), 
knowing how to set the right priorities (3.86), and being able to perform the work well with minimal time and effort” (3.82).   
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Table 4:  Individual Work Performance as to Contextual Performance 
b. Contextual Performance (CP)  Mean  DR 
1. I took on extra responsibilities.           3.82  A 
2. I started a new task myself when my old ones were finished.           3.82  A 
3.  I took on a challenging work task, when available.           3.80  A 
4. I worked at keeping my job knowledge up-to-date.           3.76  A 
5. I worked at keeping my job skills up-to-date.           3.81  A 
6. I came up with creative solutions to new problems.           3.78  A 
7. I kept looking for new challenges in my job.           3.75  A 
8. I did more than was expected of me.           3.75  A 
9. I actively participated in work meetings.           3.82  A 
10. I actively look for ways to improve my performance at work.           3.82  A 
11. I grasped opportunities when they presented themselves.           3.77  A 
12. I knew how to solve difficult situations and setbacks quickly.           3.71  A 
Composite mean           3.79  A 
Source: Koopmans, et.al. (2011) 
Following the individual task performance is the contextual performance. As displayed by the data on the table, it portrays that as a 
whole, the work performance of employees as to the contextual performance obtained a composite mean of 3.79 which is understood 
as "agree/high". This composite mean rating suggests that as a whole employees' performance in terms of contextual performance is 
not very high and it is also not very low, low or moderate but it is high. This result means that the employees agree that they perform 
certain behaviours or other tasks that are not required of them but it is important to improve their work and make the work 
environment better. They were able to create a positive work environment that supports the performance of their tasks. Even if the 
items are taken independently, all items were assessed within the same level of mean range with the interpretation of “ agree/high” 
such as “taking on extra responsibilities (3.82), starting a new task when the old ones were finished (3.82),  taking on a challenging 
work task, when available (3.80), working at keeping my job knowledge up-to-date (3.81), coming up with creative solutions to new 
problems (3.78),  keeping looking for new challenges in the job (3.75),  doing more than was expected of (3.75), actively participating 
in work meetings (3.82), actively looking for ways to improve performance at work (3.82), grasping opportunities when they 
presented themselves (3.77), and knowing how to solve difficult situations and setbacks quickly” (3.71).         
Table 5: Individual Work Performance as to Counterproductive Work Behaviour 
c. Counterproductive work behaviour (CWB)  Mean  DR 
1. I complained about unimportant matters at work.           3.01  SWA 
2. I made problems greater than they were at work.           2.95  SWA 
3. I focused on the negative aspects of a work situation, instead of on the positive aspects           2.91  SWA 
4. I spoke with colleagues about the negative aspects of my work.           3.03  SWA 
5. I spoke with people from outside the organization about the negative aspects of my work.           2.85  SWA 
6. I did less than was expected of me.           2.85  SWA 
7. I managed to get off from a work task easily.           3.02  SWA 
8. I sometimes did nothing, while I should have been working.               2.91  SWA 
Composite mean           2.94  SWA 
Source: Koopmans, et.al. (2011) 
The last part of work performance is counterproductive to work behaviour. As pointed out by the data in the table, it manifests that 
as a whole, the work performance of employees concerning their counterproductive behaviour received a composite mean of 2.94 
which is described as "somewhat agree/moderate". Such a result pointed out that the employees' counterproductive behaviour is not 
very high or high and it is also not very low, or low but it is moderate. This indicates that employees somewhat agree that they also 
perform counterproductive behaviours. In other words, though they agree that they perform their tasks and other works that may 
improve their work better, however, they admitted that they also did something that are not helpful to their work and the organization. 
Even when the items are taken separately, all items were evaluated within the same level mean range with the interpretation of 
“agree/high” such as “complaining about unimportant matters at work (3.01), making problems greater than they were at work (2.95), 
focusing on the negative aspects of a work situation, instead of on the positive aspects (2.91), speaking with colleagues about the 
negative aspects of my work (3.03), speaking with people from outside the organization about the negative aspects of the work (2.85), 
doing less than was expected of (2.85), managing to get off from a work task easily (3.02), and sometimes doing nothing, while I 
should have been working” (2.91).              
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Problem 3: What is the work environment of the Divine Word Colleges in terms of Hedonic environment and Eudemonic 
environment? 
Table 6: Workplace Environment as to Hedonic Environment 
A. Hedonic Environment   Mean  DR 
1. Thanks to the institution, the institution provides enough benefits.           3.50   A  
2. I think that the work I am doing is interesting.            3.73   A  
3. The transparency of rules in my institution is making my work easier.           3.55   A  
4. I believe that the position in which I work is adequate for my skills.           3.67   A  
5. I seldom encounter problems in my work.           3.52   A  
6. I feel satisfied with my work.            3.71   A  
7. I feel that the atmosphere at my work is welcoming and friendly.           3.64   A  
8. My company is a positive workplace.           3.56   A  
9. I believe I am liked and accepted at work.           3.67   A  
10.  I feel that my supervisors appreciate my work.           3.70   A  
Composite mean           3.63   A  
Source: Czerw (2019 
As indicated by the data in table 6, it portrays that as a whole, workplace environment as to hedonic environment got a composite 
mean of 3.63 which is described as “agree/high”. This composite mean relates to the fact that workplace environment such as hedonic 
environment is not very high and it is also not very low, low or moderate but it is high. Though it is not very high, the employees 
highly agree that the institution is a comfortable workplace. This evaluation is supported by each item when they are taken separately 
which all are rated within the same mean range level with the interpretation of "agree/high" such as "thanking the institution because 
it provides enough benefits (3.50), the work that one is doing is interesting (3.73), the transparency of rules in the institution is making 
the work easier (3.55), believing that the position in which one works is adequate to his/her skills (3.67), seldom encounter problems 
in the work (3.52), feeling satisfied with the work (3.71), feeling that the atmosphere at the work is welcoming and friendly (3.64), 
the company is a positive workplace (3.56), believing that one is liked and accepted at work (3.67) and feeling that the supervisors 
appreciate the work” (3.70).      
Table 7: Workplace Environment as to Eudemonic Work Environment 
Eudemonic Work Environment     
I.  Autonomy Needs  Mean  DR 
1. At work, I feel a sense of choice and freedom in the things I undertake.           3.46   A  
2. I feel that my decisions on my job reflect what I want.           3.57   A  
3. I feel my choices on my job express who really, I am.           3.55   A  
4. I feel I have been doing what interests me in my job.           3.60   A  
Composite mean           3.54   A  
II. Relatedness Need     
1. I feel that the people I care at work about also care about me.           3.74   A  
2. I feel connected with people who care for me at work and for whom I care at work.           3.77   A  
3. At work, I feel close and connected with other people who are important to me.           3.75   A  
4. I experience a warm feeling with the people I spend time with at work.           3.77   A  
Composite mean           3.76   A  
III. Competence Need     
1. I feel confident that I can do things well on my job.           3.88   A  
2. At work, I feel capable of what I do.           3.87   A  
3. When I am at work, I feel competent to achieve my goals.           3.82   A  
4. In my job, I feel I can complete a difficult task.           3.83   A  
Composite mean           3.85   A  
 Weighted Mean            3.72   A  
Source: Fox, Ryan, and Deci (2000) 
Following the hedonic workplace environment is the eudemonic work environment. Based on the data presented in the table, it 
reveals that as a whole, the eudemonic work environment got a composite mean of 3.72 which is understood as “agree/high”. This 
suggests that as a whole the work environment of the institution along with the eudemonic environment is not very high and it is also 
not very low, low or moderate but it is high. The result pointed out that the employees agree to a high extent that their autonomy, 
relatedness and competence needs are met or fulfilled. Even when they are taken separately, the three indicators got the same level 
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composite mean with the interpretation of “agree/high” such as autonomy need (3.54), relatedness need (3.76) and competence need 
(3.85). The same result as we take into the items of the three indicators, they all got the same level of mean rating with the 
interpretation of “agree/high” such as “feeling a sense of choice and freedom in the things one undertakes (3.46), feeling that the 
decisions on the job reflect what one wants (3.57), feeling that the choices on the job express who really, I am (3.55), feeling that I 
have been doing what interests me in my job (3.60), feeling that the people I care at work about also care about me (3.74), feeling 
connected with people who care for me at work and for whom I care at work (3.77), feeling close and connected with other people 
who are important to me (3.75), experiencing a warm feeling with the people I spend time with at work (3.77), feeling confident that 
I can do things well on my job (3.88), feeling capable at what I do (3.87), feeling competent to achieve my goals (3.82) and feeling 
that I can complete the difficult task” (3.83).              
Problem 4: Is there a relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance? 
Table 8: Relationship between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance 
 Work Performance 




OCBO Pearson Correlation .700** .716** -.173* 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .020 
N 181 181 181 
OCBP Pearson Correlation .691** .686** -.234** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .002 
N 181 181 181 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
As indicated by the Pearson r correlation table 8, it displays that there is a significant correlation at 0.01 level (2-tailed) and 0.05 
level (2-tailed) between organizational citizenship and work performance. Even when they are taken singly, it shows that 
organizational citizenship behaviour (OCBO) is correlated significantly at 0.01 level (2-tailed) with the task performance and 
contextual performance and it is also correlated significantly at 0.05 level (2-tailed) with the counterproductive work behaviour. It is 
also the same true with OCBP. There is a significant correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour (OCBP) at 0.01 level 
(2-tailed) and task performance, contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviour. 
This result recommends that to improve work performance, the management must improve the organizational citizenship behaviour 
of the employees. Eliminating counterproductive work behaviour is a function of improving the organizational citizenship behaviour.   
Problem 5: Is there a relationship between work environment and organizational citizenship and work performance?        
Table 8. Relationship between work environment and organizational citizenship and work performance 
Table 8: Relationship between Work Environment and Organizational Citizenship and work performance 







HEDONIC Pearson Correlation .632** .719** .537** .533** -.105 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .158 
N 181 181 181 181 181 
AUTONOMY Pearson Correlation .677** .660** .810** .800** .286** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 181 181 181 181 181 
RELATEDNESS Pearson Correlation .626** .703** .575** .562** -.253** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 
N 181 181 181 181 181 
COMPETENCE Pearson Correlation .551** .575** .513** .495** .457** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 181 181 181 181 181 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
As indicated by the Pearson r correlation table 8, it shows that there is a significant correlation between work environment and 
organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance at 0.01 level (2-tailed) and 0.05 level (2-tailed). The Pearson r correlation 
reveals that hedonic workplace environment is significantly correlated with OCBO, OCBP, task performance, contextual 
performance and contextual performance but it has no significant correlation with counterproductive behaviour. The same is true 
with the eudemonic workplace environment. The Pearson r correlation indicates that autonomy, relatedness and competence needs 
are significantly correlated with OCBO, OCBP, task performance, contextual performance and counterproductive work behaviour. 
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This result suggests that to improve organizational citizenship and work performance of employees is to improve the workplace 
environment. The result also brings us further that hedonic is not correlated with counterproductive work behaviour but it has a 
significant correlation with autonomy, relatedness and competence needs. It means that the management must improve the autonomy, 
relatedness and competence needs to reduce or eliminate counterproductive work behaviour. 
Result and Discussion 
The result of this study found that there is a correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance 
specifically with the task and contextual performance but it does not have a correlation with counterproductive behaviour. This 
suggests that having a higher or better organizational citizenship behaviour is important to improve the task performance, contextual 
performance of employees and eliminate the counterproductive work behaviour. It was also found that there is a correlation between 
workplace environment and organizational citizenship behaviour and task performance. This finding indicates that improving 
organizational citizenship behaviour and task performance of employees is facilitated or mediated by the workplace environment. It 
means that organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance can only be improved if the issues of the workplace are also 
supportive for the growth of organizational citizenship behaviour and motivating employees’ work performance. This finding is 
supportive of the previous study of Hafeez, et.al. (2019) that improving the workplace environment is important for work performance 
and the health of employees. Issues of the workplace are an important factor for management to manage because workplace issues 
are correlated to the counterproductive work behaviour of the employees. The current finding recognizes the importance of the 
hedonic and eudemonic workplace as a contributing factor to the psychological well-being of employees and a contributing factor to 
work performance (Grant & McGhee, 2021).   
The study found that organizational citizenship behaviour and workplace environment are correlated to counterproductive work 
behaviour. What does it imply? It just suggests that eliminating counterproductive work behaviour of employees is necessary to 
improve the organizational citizenship behaviour and work environment particularly along with eudemonic workplace environments 
such as autonomy needs, relatedness needs and competence needs. This result re-emphasizes the idea of Rothausen (2013) who 
argued that hedonic and eudemonic is related to well-being of employees because when the employees experience a hedonic and 
eudemonic work environment, they would be happy and can fulfil the goal of their job. His idea was built on the idea of Hobfoll 
(1989, p 8-9) on Conservation of Resources Theory. The Conservation of Resources Theory posits that the purpose of each person 
is to build resources that make their life fulfilling and enjoyable. When they have these resources, they experience positive well-
being but when they do not have these resources, then they experience otherwise or negative well-being. There are two kinds of 
resources which are called primary and secondary resources (Griffin & Clark, 2011). Secondary resources include the things that 
important to prevent the loss of the primary resources and primary resources include self-esteem, mastery, status, intimacy, and the 
protection and enhancement of the self (Hobfoll, 1989, cited by Rothausen, 2013). According to Rothausen (2013), the elements of 
primary resources are similar to those that comprise the psychological well-being and based on this idea, then hedonic and eudaimonic 
work environment is included in the primary resources that one has to attain or achieve. The elements of the eudaimonic work 
environment are the elements of psychological well-being. According to Ryan and Deci (2000), the elements of basic psychological 
well-being are autonomy, relatedness and competence needs. When these needs are met, employees experience positive well-being 
and when these needs are not met, then employees may experience negative well-being. Therefore, workplace environment such as 
hedonic and eudaimonic workplace environment needs to be given special attention by the management because according to some 
scholars such as Brief, (1998), Chatman, (1989), Dormann & Zapf, (2001) that job-related attitudes are a function of the individual 
disposition, the environment or the match between the two aspects. Hedonic workplace environment refers to pleasure attainment 
and avoidance of pain (Kahneman, et.al, 1999) which indicate that the employees experience job satisfaction and positive emotion 
emanated from the workplace. While eudaimonic workplace environment is related to the meaning and the self-realization which 
may indicate the full functioning of the person (Ryan & Deci, 2001). In other words, when the autonomy, relatedness and competence 
needs are met, the employees experience psychological well-being.         
The finding of the current study broadens the discussion on the influence of organizational citizenship behaviour on work 
performance. Organizational citizenship may affect the work performance provided that the work environment is conducive for the 
organizational citizenship behaviour to flourish. Thus work performance is a function of both namely organizational citizenship 
behaviour and workplace environment such as hedonic and eudaimonic workplace environment. Therefore, solving work 
performance is not just a matter of improving the organizational citizenship behaviour of employees but it is also a function of the 
workplace environment. Therefore, a better approach to solving work performance problem is to solve organizational citizenship 
behaviour and workplace environment problems.      
Conclusion  
The purpose of the study was to find out the organizational citizenship behaviour of the employees and their work performance as 
mediated by workplace environment, and the correlation between organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance, and 
then the correlation between work environment and organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance. The study found 
that the organizational citizenship behaviour, work performance of employees and work environment is high. It was also found that 
organizational citizenship behaviour of employees is significantly correlated to work performance specifically task performance and 
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contextual performance and counterproductive behaviour. Further, it was found that work environment is significantly correlated to 
organizational citizenship behaviour and with the elements of work performance such as task performance, contextual work 
performance and counterproductive behaviour.  
The study concludes that organizational citizenship may not affect work performance if the work environment is not supportive or 
conducive for the organizational citizenship to develop.    Therefore, to improve work performance, the work environment has to be 
improved. Thus, to solve work performance problems, the management needs to check the organizational citizenship and the work 
environment at the same time. The study contends that organizational citizenship behaviour is caused by a favourable working 
environment. When the employees find enjoyment in their work and their basic psychological needs such as autonomy, relatedness 
and competence needs are met, the employees can develop organizational citizenship behaviour and can improve their work 
performance. Improving the organizational citizenship behaviour and work environment is necessary to eliminate the 
counterproductive work behaviour of employees. Therefore, the hypothesis of the study, that there is a correlation between 
organizational citizenship behaviour and work performance, between work environment and organizational citizenship and work 
performance is accepted.  
The study recognizes its limitation. The study limits its investigation only on the OCBO, OCBP, work performance and work 
environment and it involves the small population of the Divine Word Colleges in the Ilocos Region which may not represent the 
whole Divine Word Colleges in the Philippines. The results may change if a bigger population is involved and therefore, another 
study is important to include more population.   
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